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ABSTRACT " . ^ , . 

Approximately 1,200 adults were interviewed in a 
study designed to determine the identity of the nonviewers of , 
television news, the differences between local and netwdrX news 
nonviewers,. the sources of 'news used ty nonviewers.,/^ and the attitudes 
of nonviewers toward keeping infoxied of the news. The findings, 
revealed* that about one-thii;d of the respondents fell intc one of 
three nonviewer categories: nonviewers of both local and network, 
news, nonviewers of local news only, and nonv iewers . of network news 
only. ^ socioeconomic analysis of the nonviewers showed that ^oung 
adults were more likely. than older adults to be non viewei;:s- Adults 
with high education levels an.d income were more likely found in the 
nonviewer cf both local and network ilews and nonviewer cf lod:al news 
onl;^ categories, while poor and uneducated adults were found in the 
nomfrilQwer cf \network news only group* No differences were found 
between men and woven in 'their attention to televised new«^ The 
findings al^o revealed that nonviewers did nbt avcid;cthei news 
sources; only the nonviewers of network news tended to avoid radio 
and daily newspapers. (PL) 
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Non-Newsj, Users: ^ 
t: An Analysis of a Non-Viewing Population 

*The first study to iddntify non-news users was conducted 15 years ago 

when Westley and ^everin^ analyzed non-newspaper readers. Non-newspaper 

\ 

readers, tjiough, represent only one of four types of non-neWs users in the 

'J ' " 

general -population. Also, in the population are* non-news magazine readers; 

non-radio news listeners; non-television news users'. Even though there are 

fcriir types of non-news users, the picture presented in the literature is, un- 

fortunately unbalanced. Most of what we know^--and even that ijs limited~-is 

confined to only dhe seginent of the non-user community.^ 

Li^ttle attention has been devoted to understai^ding and explaining the 
existence of fton-television news viewers. This i^ pafticUlarly surprising 
since approximately 50 per cent of the general j^opulation has been ideri^tified 
as non-television news ^fieweirs,^ ^ 

This study, theii, is. a beginning effort to understand this neglected 
but Significant segment of the population in general arid of the non-news user 
community in particular. It is felt that by studying the non-news viewer, 
communication scientists and news* practitioners can better understand the 
complete non-news user phenomenon; in addition to the individual non-viewer 
who for, perftaps, an Untold number of reasons does not bother to watch tele- 
vision neWs. In order to present & refined pigture of non-viewets, this 

r .. . * 

Study will distinguish three types of non-yiewers : (10 Tfion-vii^wers of network 
hews; (2) non- viewers of local news; (3) non-viewers of both network and local 



on- viewers of local news; (3) non-viewers of 1 



news . 

Pfevious Research ' • > > 
^ While none of the published studies' in the communications ^umals are 



specifically devoted tp non-viewers of news*! there have been several studies 
which Yikye tangentially referred to non-^viewers* Almost 20 years ago, Westley 
and Mobius studied the non-television household,^ While one could probably 
correctly assume that persons who do not own television sets are also non- 
news viewers, it would^b© presumptious to say that non-television owners are 
turned off to news^ Jn fact, in this 196b study, Westley and Mobius found 
that non-TY owning respondents Were more likely to faVor radio as a ^ource^" 
of news and less likely to use newspapers • . ^ • 

In a 1971 secondary analysis of the W.R. Simmons national data, Robinson 
specifically a^ddressed the non-viewer problem. He found that there was indeed 
a non-network news viewing segm^rft* Over the two week period examined, 

Robinson found that the majoiy.ty of the population did not watch one national 

^ • ' * . ■ ■ 

news program.^ . ^ * * 

In their 1978 book. Television and Human Behavior , Comstock et^ al^. re- , 
viewed four studies on t]\e audience and non-audience for news. The authors 



copcludeid from these four^studies that v . 

, ^ network ^evening news reaches far fewer petrj^pffls th/in one would 



suppose from the '^public's ajcclaim of televi^^jipn as^ news source/^ 
Robinson^ again looked , at non-viewers of network news in a r|^ently pub- ' , 
lished ANPA Report. In this 1978 study, he found that younger adults were, , 
less likely thin their elders to read newspapers and watch television news. ' ♦ / 
Overall; Robinson foUni that almost half of the population had not watqhed ^ 
any television neWs on the previous day. ^ * ' 

, Overall, very little i'S kne/wn abput non^^ers of television news. We 
do know that there are a lot of non-viewers "out there" and that most are 
)^ung and do not read newspapers . But we don^t know their, co^lete socio- 
ecoiioinic profile^ ^ We also don^t know whether thei^^ is a difference betweep 
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■ J 



those who avoid network news, such as Robinson studied, and those/who ignore 
local newj^ We .don't even know what kind of person the hard core non-viewer 
is — the person who is turned off to both network and local news. 

Therefore, to learn more about non-users of television news, a secqndary 

/ • * 

analysis of data on non-news viewers was done. Four specific research 
questions guided the analysis : ^ 

1) Who .are the non-viewers? * . . ^ . 

2) What are the differences between local news nonr viewers and net- 
0 . work non-viewers? 

3, What, if' any, souA^ do non-viewers use fot news? 

■ ■ < . ' ■ 

4. What are jnon- viewers* normative attitudes about the news? Do they 

feel an obligation^ to keepi informe^l^ 
Methodology , , 

A secondary analysis was done on data collected by the Communications 
Research Center at. Syracuse University. Approximi^tely 1200 adults, 18 years 
and older, were personally interviewed in-three waves of interviewing during * 

% ^ ^ ^ . ■ ^^/.^ _ • ;^ ^ 

the^ summer of l^TS. ,the responclents who were interviewed in a large North- 
eastern Upited States rural county were ^randomly selected from the telephone 
directory.' The tele^phone penetration rate in this area was above 90 per cent^ 
This Northeiastem county has two tnajor dailies, five weeklies, one major 
Ibcal '^ttflevision station, one non-local television station, and five major 
rad^o stations. Most news viewers reported watthing the local station rather 

. • / ■ ■ 

than the non-local for news. 

h . Non-Yiowers wete queried about their media use, socio-economic background 
.and atlJitudes toward keeping informed of the news. Specific information was 
CO lilected in the fol lowing areas; < ^ ^ 

1) Mq[dia -U^e . ' Rj^sj^ndents were asked; How often do you watch the local 



six o'clock news on television? How often do you watch the national 

news at 6:30 on television? Response categories were: • 

• • * 

"never or sel4ora^' . 
"one or two days a week" 

"nearly every day" . . 
"everyday" ' . * " 

Respondents replying "never or seldom" were classified as non-viewers ^nd. 
analyzed in this study. Resp5ondeT)ts wpre also asked about their frequency of 
attention to daily newspapers, local weeklie;5 and radio news. ' . 

2) Socio-Economic background* - Respondents were asked the length of^fihe^ 

they had lived in the county, their education, income and age • Sex of 

^, . . ■ ■ . ' " 

the respondent was also indicated on the questionnaire, 

ft ■ . ■ 

3) Attitude toward keeping informed. Respondents were asked the McCombs 
and Poindext^r News Norm Scale? The scale, composed of four items, 
measured the strength of a civic'^attitude to' keep informed of news 



I" 



and current events. The four items which formed a Guttman scale were: 

A. We all have a duty to keep ourselJes informed about news and current 
events . . 



B. It is important to be informed about news and current events .S^ 

C. So many other people follow the Views and keep 'informed about it that 
it doesn^t matter much whether I \do or not.. 

D. ^ good deal of news about current events isn *t important enough 

to keep informed about . - 

Three perspectives were used ii\ tjie analysis of the data. First, the 
data were combined to produce four mutually exclusive subgroups: 
•(1) non-viewers of both network and local new? (Mon-viewers) 
* (2) non-viewers of Network 1iews only (Non-network) 
. (3) < non-viewers of local . news only (Non|:local)^^ ' ♦ ' 

(4) Wiewers cTf both ^ocal and , network news (Viewer) 



The non- viewers were then compared with the non-network and non-local 

groups to determine if J:here were differences in age, e^ca'tion, income, 

:length of residence and sex* 

The second set of analyses compared the three non-news groups to determine 
* 

which, if any, media were used for news, ' , ' • % 

, The final set of analyses tried, to determine whether the individual in 
the non-news sub-group held strong or weak attitudes about keeping informed 
of news and current events. . 

* Findings . 

Table i*shows that one-third of the respondents in this Northeastern 

county could be classified as a member of one of the three nbn-viewer groups. 

sJi ■ — ■ 

Twenty-one per cent>did not view any kihd of news on television. Seven per cent 

did not .watch news and five per cent did not View local news.. Two-thirds of 

the sample viewed both local and network news. < 

Socio-economic^ background - Age 

Table 2 examines noYi-Viewers of both network and local television by age; ' 

The pattern for non-viewers, non-network andNwn-local viewers is the same; 

,a negative relationship exists between agb and non-vjiewing. Looking first 
att non-viewers of both local and network news, i||can be seen that over one-' 
third of the youngest adults (18-25) and over aTiuart:er of the 26-35 year 
old groups are. non-viewers. ^On the opposite end^f the age continuum, only 
nine j)er cent acknowledge being non-news^^^ewers . v , ^. 

^ i A much smaller percentage of adults repotted ' not watching loii^l television ; 



news. Again, the youngest age group was most likely to. not watch Id^al pews. 



\ 



The monotpnic, decline which was evident in the non-viewer of local ana network 



news group was not "found in this non-»viewer of local news only group. As 

: ' '■ ■ ■ * - ■ • % . ^\ 

was evident m the other two non-viewijig "subgroups , 18-25' year olds werp also 

. , * ^- ■ ■ • . 

most likely to not watch network news. ' ' \ 

"* V ■ ' 

Socio-econoiftic background - Education \ 

• \ ■ •■ 

V 

X • . ^ > 

The influence of education is different fot each non-viewer subgroup^,* ^ 
High . school graduates and adults with >technicaX degrees are in the group most 
likely to not watch bo;th network and local news. Education increases the 
likelihood of non-viewing until^ the college? y^^t^^^t^kich time non-viewing 
drops off slightly. V , ' ' ^- ' ^ 

College educated adults (9%) are most lik61y tobe gon-yiewers of local 
news only while adults without a high school degree are^ least likely to be 
among this non-local group , (^ee Table 3) i ^ ^ 

A reverse, pattern is found* am&ng. non-v|^ers of network news. Adults 
with the least amount 'Df edticatiW are most likely to not watch network news. 

Socio-economic background - Incon 

- ^ . ■ * " * 

The. influence of income on nc>n- viewing, while significant, is not a 

cleaWly defined p$.t tern. Looking first at non-viewerS of both network aifd 

local n^ws; il> can be seen that the greatest difference between groups is in 

the poorest and second highest income groups. Poor people, are least likely 

to- bje non- viewers whi^e wealthier people are most likely to be non-viewers . 

(See Table 4) / '\ ^ 

\ 

^ Among the non-local group, it can be seen that j^s income increases, non- 
viewing increases up^ to the $15 to 25,000^income group\ At that point i^on- 
.viewing drop? to fiCe pei: /ent and then increases again. 

The influence of income is unstable in the non-netwoij|c;i^ group.. The data 



suggest that poorer adults are more likely than higher income adults to 
be non-viewers of national news except for those in the $15,000 to 25,000 
income group. The $15,000 to 2S,000 income group is just as- likely to 
not watch netviork* news as the lower income adurts.. - 
Socio-Economic background - Length of Residence 

Table 5 shows the influence of three non-mutually exclusive length' of 

t 

residence categories on nop- viewing . The three categories are "fewer than 
10 years", "more than "10 years", "all my life". 

. * Two types of adults are most likely tso not watch television news: 
adults who have lived in the aoea for fewer than 10 years and adults who have 
lived there allof their lives. Table ^5 shows approximately one-quarter 
of the respondents in each group reported being non-news viewers. 

different pattern emerges among' non-viewers of local news. As length 
of time in the. area decreases, non-vieying„increases. In other words, newer 
residents are more likely to avoid loQal^news than older residents. 

An opposite pattern emerges for non-viewing of network news. As length 
of time lived in the community increases, so does rion.-viewing ^f network news 

Even though the patterns between non-viewing of local and non-viewing 
of network news are reversed, in actuality, the patterns are intuitively 
consistent. People who have long residential tie§. to the community in which 
thejr li,ve are ipore likely to pay attention to the local news and less likely 
to watch' national hews . - The data suggest it is also the fcase that new resi- 
dents, not feeling_a sense of belonging to the local cpmraunity, are least 
likely to pay attention to the local news. 

• tise .6f Other News Medja 
Do non-viewers of television news pay attention to other news media ? 
Are there differences among the sub-groups of non-news users and their 
attention to yadio news, daily and weekly newspapers? To answer these 




questions^ the nojir television news groaps 'were compared on their use and 
non-use of othet media. 

..••■■> 
Table 6 ^hows that overall , more non-viewers can be found among 

everyday radio news listeners than among non^ listeners. This suggests, , 

• ( . ■ ■ ■ ^ - . * * ■ 

of course, that non-n^wS viewers are turned off to the medium for 

»■ " > ■ ■ ' * . ' . 

news rather than the news itself. 

»- ■ * ■ * ■ * 

The first row in Table 6 compares the three non-viewing' groups ' : 
non-use of radio news. It can be seen that non-viewers of network news 
are also jnost likejly to be radio news non- listeners. The non-viewers 
of local news are least likely to fall into this category. . 

Table 7 shows the relationship between non-viewing of hews and daily 
newspaper reading. The last tow shows that 'most non-vieweys of news can 
Ibe found reading daily newspapers. Looking; along tKe first row of the 

/ ■ ■ ■ ' . — . ■ 

table, again differences among the non- viewer, groups are evident. The 
non-viewer^of network and local news group and the non-viewer of network 
news only group are^both more likajjar to be among daily newspaper ndn- 

■ m 



readers. Adults in the non-local news group are least likely to avoid* daily 

newspapers. Thei^ were no significant differenced among the non-viewing 

-> • ■ 

^groups and the frequency with which they read weekly newspapers. 

Non-viewers \ Attitude Toward Keeping Informed ^f the News- 
In order to begin to develop some indicators as to *why some people 

use or afoid news, the sample of r^^ondents wars alsp^ aske^ the McCombs , 

■ ■ ■ * ■ 

and Poindexter* News Nonti Scale which measured respondents' attitude toward 
keeping informed of news and curi^ent events. Did the respondents feel an 
obligation to keep informed ot not? the four questions which were used 
, to tap this sense of civic obligation had, in an earlier study, formed a 



Gjuttman scale and successfully predicted newspaper readtftg.^ 

If the newdnorm scale has an influence -on nop- viewei^^avo^^ of 

. ■ ■/ . ' . ' ' ^ ■ ■ 

news, then persons scoring high on the scale sHould be, the least likely 

• ' " ♦ ^. ■ • ' ' * 

candidates for non-viewing. And of course, those scoring low^, should 
most likely be non-viewers. Table 8, shows this is exa^ctly the case for 
non viewers of all news. ' • ^ 

Almost one-thi,rd of the low scorers are non-viewers of both network 
and local news compared to, only one-fifth of the- high scorers who are non 
Viewers. ■ 

The pattern is not as clear for non-viewers of network news and non- 
viewers of local news only. There is a suggestion of curviliniarity for 
non-viewers. Adults with both a strong and weak sense of obligation to 
keep informed of the news d^ not watch local news. For non-viewers, the 

trend is slightly mo^e in line with the expectation that low scorers are.' 

* ■ 

non-viewers of network news. / ' 

The influence of the scale within age groups was also examined. The 
18-25 year old gi'oup was of particular interest in this study since this 
is the age group that appears to be most turned off to all kinds of news 

It can be /Seen in Table 9 that th^ influence of the news norm is 
magnified in the youngest subgroups. In the 18-25 year old group, the 
rpercentage of adults who" have a^weak sense of obligation to keep informed 
and do not watch television news almost doubles. In fact, there are 
Snore than two and k half timies as many^persons scoring low on the news 
norm scale as scoring high. The news norm partially explains why there 
are so, many young people turning off to television tiews (and also news- 
pat)ers) . This group not only does not feel ^n obligation to be informed. 



it also does not keep informed of news via television.. - " 

The pattfem is somewhat different for the network non-vie'wei* and local . 
non-news viewer.. Among the 18-25 year olds, there is* an inverted-l> relation 
between the news norm and non-viewing of network news. Young adults who -have 

■ • . •' A _ ■■■■■■■ 

both a very weak and a very strong sense of 'duty to 'keep informed are least . 
likely to'be noij-^viewers of news. People wh<^ have a moderate s'ens^ of duty 
are Inost likely to be non-viewers of neWs. - 

Th^ pattern ,i,s reversed for 18-25 year old non-^'local viewers. Young" . 

adults who are. Very strong and very^eak are most likely to not pay attention 

' ' . - • '\ ' 
to local news while those who have a moderate sense of duty are least. 



likely to not watch network newsU , ' . \- 

It should be iioted from iook'^^^at the viewers of television nejvs in ^ 

Table 9 that a greater proportion of vieWers who 'have a weak attitu^le about 

keeping informed are -among the viewers. Apparently, other variables are 

keeping them^tmife<lin to tele^isi6n news. ' , " 

1 ■ ■ ' 

For the 35-45, 46-55, and above 65 groups, there Vas little or np 

significant influence of a. person's sense of duty to keep informed and non- 

viewing of news.. But in the 55-65 age groups, tljere was some influence of ,> 

the norm. In this older age group, adults storing the lowest on -the norm are, 

mosriik6ly to be among non- viewer s . As tlie strength of the norm increases, 

" ' » \ ■ 

tion that non-viewing increases among those who avoid both 

networlt* iind local news. It is evident from Table 9, thft a^larger prdportion 

of aduHts with a weak sense of 6bligation to keep ; informed ftre among the ♦ 

/ • — I — ■ ... ■ ■ ' 

viewers. Again, some other variable must be operative. ' 



i ' ; . . ' Summary ^ 

This §tudy examined four -Specific research questions : 



. lOi,*Whtf are t^\e'-non-/ieW^^^ of telfvipion news?* ^ f 

^ ' ' ■ : '■ * ■ ■ . •> ■ ■ • 

V*^?) What* are the differences between loc^l tows non-Viewers and network 
■|r * r *news nbn-Yiewers?^ ^ * ' . ^ - ♦ ' A% 

•■ ''. • ■ * ■ , ■ * ■. ■ 

•3) What sources do non-viewets use. for news? 
V ' 4) " Do n6n-viewers feel kn obligation to keep informed of the news? 

• To, answer. these questions, a secondary analysis was done on data 

*•" * ■ „ 

col letted during the suj^lber^f 1978 by the Conlmuriications Research' Center 

at Syracuse University. The'data were collected through personal inter- 

views with appro;ciifetely 1200. randomly selected adults in a Northeastern 

Unite* States rural county. . 
^ ■ ■ f^M 

For the analysis, the data wej;r^irst Combined to produce four mutually 

cfxclusive sub-groups: 

(1) non-viewers%of ijioth network and local news (Non-viewers) 

\2\ non-viewers of network news .only (Non-network) ° 

■ ■ ■ • ■ ■ ■ " ' . ■ • , ■ 

(3) rton- viewers of local news -onjy (Non- local) 
' (4) vieWers of both local and network news (Viewer) 

I • s • ' - 

The ndn-viewer subgroups were ^en compared to determine soCi^/6conomic 

r\ ■ ' V . ' ^ ' 

media use, and attitudinal differences ♦ 

.Tables 10 and 11 summari;&e the socio-ec'onqmic and media use differences 
of the three non-rviewer groups. The analysis showed that' young adults were 
more, likely than . older adults to be non-viewers i Adults with^*high educa- 
Vtion and income were more likely to be non-viewers of all pewS'^lltograms or 



^Ji^dcal news While poor and uneducated adults were more 
wlltch network news programs. New residents and lifetime residea^^li^^^ 



cortmunity were more likely to be non-viewers of television newrs pK)gram» 
New residents did rtot watch local news* and longrtime residents did not 



12 



0 

watch ijetwork news. Women and men were about equally li-kely to be non- 
viewers of local and network ^eievi«ion news. ' • ^ 

Two major findings emei;ged from the alialysis pf non-viewers/ us^ of 
other media. First, all non-viewers are not turned off to news from other . ' 

sources. Secon'dly, the three non-viewer groups differed ^in* their ifse and 
non-use of radio news and d^ly newspapers. . ^ ' ^* 

^ . • ■ ' ^ ^ ' : ^ . * ■ 

I Non-viewers of both local and network news were most* likely to be found, 
among daily listeners of radio news. Non-viewers of local news only wer^ . . 

: ■." ■ /' ■ -V V ' ^ ^ ' / 

^ most likely to be found in the daily newspaper reading group and least 

. . ^ 

likely to be among non-readers and non-listeners of ^radio news. Non-viewers - 

■ ■ ■ ^ • . . . 

of network news only were most likely to be amonj^ the non-listeners of ' 

' ■ \.' ^ ' ■ ■■ '" 

radio news and non-readers of daily newspapers/ (the non-network news e , 

• Viewer was in the one group most turned off to^ news.. "Si 

■ ' ■ ■ ' \ . ■ . > ■ . M\ ■ . . \ ■ . \ 

Non-viewers of network and local news were also analy>zed by a set of 

." - ■ . ■ ■ , ■ : V ■ ■ , 

questions which tapped a cultural norm that peopl^ feel thay/have a duty to 

. ' ■ * .. ■ \ . ^ ■ • 

. keep informed of news and current events. When- thb .influence of this citizen 
• duty was examined on non-viewers, it was found to partially explain why 
some people do not watch television news. People witji a weak sense of 
obligation to keqp informed were more likely to"^ ri^t ^atch n6ws * TTKis was 

' particularly true for the tWo non-vi6wer groups: the\ network and local 

■ * ■ . • * ■ ■ \ ■ * ^ 

non-viewers and the network only_>rion- viewers. The data indicated that 

\ . 

'■ \ ' ■ 

for locavl rton-viewers when the strength of the norm was^ highest, non-viewing, 

^ * ♦ - ^1 . . 

was highest . \ . 

When the norm was examined among various age groups it was apparent 
that i€s influence was strongest in the youngest age grou]j|s. Within the 
18-25 year old age group, the percentage of „adults who had'a weak sense of 

■r- . : ■ / ■ ■ •, . 

o . ■ :4 ■ ' ■ ■ \- 



■ . . ' ■ " 

ol) ligation to keep infoTmed and did not watch television news was almost 
•three fifths of the sample. ♦ 

/ Implications* 
• This study has been an attempt. to understand a large but neglected 

. . f " ■ V 

segment of the non-news user comn^ity. The large percenta^^pf non-news 
viewers underscoreis the importance of analyzing this. group of people. In 
this stpdy, for example, onjs-third of the Sample was classified as non- 
viewers. . And Robinson^^ found non-news viewers represented -as much ^s half 
of the" adult population in two studies on the network evening news audience. 

TVo very important findings emerged from this study. First, young 
adults iyerer more likely than their older counterparts to not view local 
and 'national evening news.^^ Secondly, adults with high incomes and educa- 
tions were more likely to' avoid local news while adults with low incomes 
and poor educations were more likely to not view network ft ews. 

Of course, the natural question to ask of these findings is why? Why 

^ • • • 

r 

are young adults disproportionately avoiding local and network news? Why 
is it that educated, high income adults are not turning on loca^ news- * 
While poorly, educated, low income adults are not turning on network news? 
Unfortunately, these questions can not be answered with the present 
data. It is speculated, though, that the content and quality of the local 

^ ' " * 

and network news programs, are related to the educational and income differences 
of the non-viewers. The network news, filled with coverage of world events, 
may ilot have much relevance to a blue collar worker worried about making 
ends meet* It may also be true that local coverage of city hal!). pro- 
ce^dings, filfes and accidents may be too provincial for some of the more . - 



edu&iited members of the hon-viewer coiranunitj^. Of course^ these are only ^ 

Peculations* Local and network news must be content analyzed and non- • 

' ■ ■ \ . ' .. 

viewers must be asked how they feel about viewing, the, ne^ before we can 

, ■ . " ■> ' 

ailSwer why the education-rich anil education poor do not view television 

' . . ■ - ... » ' . . ■ 

... • • I • . / 

news . J ■ . < . . - • 

These data only measured non- viewing of evening local and evening 
network news. SubsequenK^udies should also measure nOn-viewing of .* 

the late evening, local news, mailing national news and lunch-time news. 

■.'■■» • ' " . 

Only when all news programs are considered, can We truly begin to draw a 

■ , ■ ■ ■ . f 

complete picture of non-news viewers. 

Future studies should also determine whether this non-viewing be- 
havior is active or passive avoidance. Are non-viewers purposely not turn- ' 
ing on the news or is it the case that the news does not happen to be on 
' SO non-viewers don't Itappen^to watch it. An examination of the activeness 
or passiveness of non-viewing would be enormously beneficial in understanding 
this group of the population. . 

The McOTmbs and Poindexter News Norm' Scale^^, which measyi^ed respon4ents' ^ 
attitudes toward" keeping informed of news and current events, was used in an 
effort to develop some indicators which explain non-viewitig behavior. This> 
scale was h«lpful because it suggested that non-viewers, for the most part, 
are less likely to value the cultural norm of keeping informed. Again, to get 
a complete picture, other socio-psychological variables such as attitudes- 
and normative beliefs must be examined if we are to truly understand the 
ndn-viewing phenomenon. . , • 

^ Also, the differences which were found among the three^non-vici|rr groups j 
suggest that future research should not anaiyze all non-viewers as one 



hopwgeneous ^lass, but should ti'se 'refined categories, sUch as those^ m 

. nw ' * ■ * • -'■ ■ ' ' 

this »tudy, in order to accurately analyze and characterize non-.hews 

consumers. » ' - 4 

tJihally, non-viewers should be studied in all types of 

• ■ ■ • • ^, ■ - V V. ' 

markets— large and small, urbair and rural. Noh-vieviprs should, also 

• c ■ . . 

bp studied in locations' in which local. nev(S varies in quantity, -qu^Uty, 
and format.. Only when non-vi ewers have been examined across all media 

f . ^ * , " ' ' ' ■ 

settings can we trulx bring to grasp what j^n-news viewing rearllyx 
means ♦ - ^ ♦ ■ ' v 
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. \ \' FOOTNOTES (pntd) 

llRobinson, op, cit-, 1978 also ^ound that young adults were ^norc 
likely to be non-viewers of news^but Robinson only looked at, network r 
evening news. " ^ 



l^McCombs and Poindexter / op . cit > , 1978 - 
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Table 1* 
Non-Viewefs of News 

# • " . 

No^-View5?rs of Both' y 21 

Non-Local 5 

Non-Netwprk 

Viewers of Both Local 

and Network News j 66 

99% 
.(N=1221) 



7 



\ 



2i 



.er|c 



X 



Table 2 . 
Non-Viewing by Age 



18-25 idriS 36-45 46-55 56-65 Over 65 
(N=192) :^<N=2j!)5) (N=2a9) (N-218) (N:^202). (N«171) 
% % > % % % . % 



Non- Viewers of Both 



35 



28 



22 



18 



N6n-L<^cal 



2 



Non-Nttwork 



12 



8 



Viewers of Both 
Local S Network News 44 



*1V 



66 



72 



78 



80 



=» .88.05; 15. df, p4.001 
Gamma » . . 32 



ERIC 




^'2 



\ 



\ 



Table 3 
Non- Viewing by Education 



/ 



Non- Viewers of Both 



^ome High 
School . 
CN=320) 
' % 

16 



High Schoo.l'+ 
Technical 
(N=488) 

■ • % • .. ■ 

25 



Some « 
College' + 
(N=400). 



22 



W Non-Local 



NoA-Ne'twork/ 



10 



Viewers of Both Local 
♦ and Network News 



71 



-/It' 



64 



65 



x'^ . « 28.71, 6 df , ,p.£001 \ 
Gamma = -.08 



ERIC 



3 



r 



\ 



Table 4 
Non- Viewing by Income 



Non^Viewers of Both 



Voider 
$^000 
(N=188) 
% ' 

19^ 



$5p00- 
10,000 
(N=247) 
% 

22 



$1qooo- 

IS^OOO 
(N=231) 

• 

20 



$15p00- 
25pOO 
(N=284) 

■••ft- . 

24 



Overv . 
$25,000 
(N=112) 

- ■ % 

22v 



Non- Local 



5 



12 



Non-Network 



8 



Viewers of Both , 
Local and Network News 70 



66 



69 



63 



59 



jT = 22.11, 12' df,^.4..05 
Camma -•08 



ERIC. 



C7 



1 ' 



Table 5 . 

Noa-Viewing by Letigth of Residence 




Non- Viewers* of Both 



Npn- Local 
Non-Network 



Viewers, of Rpth 
Local § Network News 



Fewer than 
10 years 

26 



60 



•x p 20.0, > df„ p-4.01 



More than 
10 years 

16/ 



69 



All. my 
life 

24- 



8 



65 



1^ : 



1 



. / 



ERIC::. 



; ^ - Table 6 

Non-Viewers and Radi©' News bistenirig '\ ^ ^ 

• ■ ••■ . ■ ■ ■■ ■ ■ ■ ■ <f ■ I . ■ . . . . 

Radio News Listening Non-Viewers Non-Local Noh-Network Viewers of BotJi 

Frequency of Both Local ft Network News 

(N«=260) (Nf66) (N-89) (N=800) 

% ■ % % : . % : 



Never or Seldom 15 12 ' 20 11 

6 X4 ' 6 • • 5 ' 



■ . ■ I 
One or Two Days 



Nearly Everyday ,14 12 21 17 

Everyday 6S ^ 62 53 . ^7 ^ 



= 19.31, 9 df, piL.Ol 
Gamna = ,09 * 



' ERIC 




Table :7 



Non-Viewers and Daily Newspaper J^eading< 



Newspajpex Reading 
Frequency 



Nevef or Seldom 
One or Two Days 
Nearly Everyday 



Non-Viewers Hon- Local 
of Both 



(N=260) 
% 



26 

* 

9 

12 



(N=66) 
% 



15 



U 



17 



Non-Network Viewers of, Both 

Local § "Net)fo?k News 
(N=89) , (N=800.) 

% % 



27 ^ 



10. 



10' 



15 
12 
li 



Everyday 



54 



53 



62 



Table 8 



Non-Viewing by the News-Norm Scale 



Non-Viewers of Both 



Very Low 
(N=173) 



30- • 



Low 
(N=292) 
% 



18 



Med. 
(N=393) 

% . 



21 



High ' 
(N=303) 
% 



18 



Non- Local 



8 



Non-Network 



8 



Viewers of Both 
Local § Network News 



54 



69 



69 



69 



« 2i;97, 9 df, 
Gamma » «10 



• v5 . v.- 



PRir 



8 



r 



Non- Viewers of Both 
Non- Local 
Non-Networl^ 



. : Table 9 

Noji-Viewijig, by the News Norm Scale Controlling for Age 



56-65 

Very Low -^ow Med, 
(N«28) (N=54) (N^^S) 



% 



32 



.'7 



11 



12 



0 



High 

(N=:46) 

% 

17 



Very Low 
CN=34) 

% : 



15 



Over 65 
Low Med . 
(N=66) (N=45) 
% ' % 



High 
(N=20) 



% 



20 



0 



.Viewers of Both 

Local S Network News 54 



- 1^.71, 9 df/pZ .05 
Gamma » ' ,2A^^ 



78 



86 



78 



\ 



71 



N.S. 



85 



87 



75 



ERIC 



*:9 



30 A 



Table 10 



Swnunary of 
Socio-Economic Characteristics 
of Non-Viewers of News 

. \ 



TYPE OF NON-VIEWER 



Non-Viewers of 'Both 



Age Education 
Young Old Lqw H^gh' 



Income 
Low High 



Residence 
New Old 



Non- Viewers of Local 
News Only 



Non-Viewers of Network ^ 
News Only 




♦-Adults who have livedfltn the area more than 10 years but who are not life time 
'^ residents are excluded. ' 

**" The trend for the influence of income on non-viewing is not clearly defined. 
The data suggest thaf income groups above $5,000 are more likely to be non- 
viewers than groups under $5,000. 



0> 



' " table 11 

Summary of Non-Viewers* Use of Other >ledia* 



' 'Non-Viewer 
^ of Both 



^ion-V^ewer 
of Loqalj " 
Only 



- Non-Viewer 
of Network 
Only 



Non-Listeners of 
lUidio News 



'Least t 
Likely ' 



Most 
Likely 



;^aily Listener of 
Radio News 

Ndn-Readers of 
Pally Newspaper. 

Daily, Reader of 
Daily Newspaper, 



Most 
Likely 



Least 
LiHcely 

Most 
Likely 



Least 
Likely 

Most* 
Likely 

Least* 
Likely 



^Actually t^driS is only one percentJige point difference between this group 
and the non-viewers of network news only group. 



